
0 an appropriate request and direct the Executive Officer to act 

accordingly in his review of the discharger's proposals pursuant 

to Provision No. 10 of the waste discharge requirements. 

Finally, although not specifically requested by the 

petitioner, the Executive Officer should consider requiring the 

discharger to post a bond for the life of the development to 

ensure that money will be available for repairs or other 

unexpected costs which may occur in the future. Factors to be 

considered should include the availability of such a bond and its 

cost effectiveness as compared to alternative methods for assuring 

the future operation of the disposal system. 

3. Contention: The waste discharge requirements do 

not protect intertidal areas which may be affected by the flow 

of wastewater from the disposal area. 

Finding: The Monitoring and Reporting Program adopted 

as part of the waste discharge requirements provides for coliform 

and nitrate analysis of water samples taken from both the dis- 

charge area and Ross Creek whi!ch is situated between the disposal 

site and the intertidal area. This monitoring should expose any 

problems with the quality of underflow leaving the disposal site. 

If the sampling results indicate a need for concern, it would 

then be appropriate for the monitoring requirements to be revised 

to monitor the mouth of the creek. However, until that time, it 

would be premature to require monitoring of the intertidal area. 

If sampling from Ross Creek shows a high coliform or 

nitrate concentration, the mound system will have to.be inspected 

and either repaired or reconstructed to prevent pollutants from 

leaving the disposal area. 
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4. Contention: 

development will result in 

to a point that stream and 

Finding: Water 

by Point Arena Water Co., 

water from Moat Creek and 

1 

The water supply system for the 

a lowering of the level of Moat Creek 

l/ fish life will be affected.- 

for the development will be supplied 

Unit 2. The Company will obtain the 

from two existing wells. The water 

from Moat Creek has been appropriated pursuant to a water rights - 

permit. There is presently pending a petition for an extension 

of time to complete the beneficial use of water as allowed by 

the permit. The petitioner's objections will be considered 

protest to the petition and will be reviewed prior to our 

decision about whether or not to grant the petition for an 

extension of time. 

a 

0 \ 

We also direct our Division of Water Rights to determine 

whether the existing well which is approximately 75 feet from 

Moat Creek should be identified as a point of diversion for the 

water being appropriated from Moat Creek. We note that the 

second existing well is over 1,000 feet from the creek.' Therefore, 

absence evidence to the contrary, we find that its source of water 

is groundwater. 

1. We review this contention pursuant to Water Code J174 which 
directs that we provide for consideration of the availability 
of unappropriated water when waste discharge requirements 
are established. m 

-6- 



CONCLUSIONS 

For the reasons discussed above, we conclude that 

Order No. 82-26 is proper and appropriate. 

ORDER 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the petition is ‘denied. 

DATED: October 21, 1982 

/s/ Carole A. Onorato 
Carole A. Onorato, Chairwoman 

/s/ L. L. Mitchell, 

L. L. Mitchell, Vice-Chairman 

/s/ Jill D. Golis 
Jill D. Golis, Member 

/s/ F. K. Aljibury 
F. K. Aljibury, Member 

/s/ Warren D. Noteware 
Warren D. Noteware, Member 
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